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. AESTHACT 

Results of a survey on the classification and 
arrangement of microforms in 1U7 moderate sized college and 
university libraries in the United States are presented. Statistics 
on the size of microform holdings and arrangement of n^icrofcrms are 
given. The absence of standards for arrangejpent of and access to 
microforms is discussed^ and treatment of periodicals in microform is 
further analyzed. (Author/EMH) 
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ABSTRACT 

Results o'f a survey on the classification and a rrangemen t;iof micro 
forms if) 1^7 moderate sized college and university libraries in the 
United States are presented. Statistics on the size of microform 
holdings and arrangement o|^ microforms are given. The absence of stan- 
dards for arrangement of and access to microforms is discussed, and 

treatment of periodicals in microform is further analyzed. 

A 




2.. ^ 

Investment in^mi croforms entails a commitment to providing access 

to this fTiace-'ial. In this^ntext, the questions of how microforms dif- 

«fer frorti other library materials, and how these differences shouTd be 

reflected in housing, arranging, and providing access to microforms 

gain significance. 

Given these problems, an investigation of how they are perceived, 

s 

Solved, or pos^sibly ignored in college and university libraries of mod- 
erate srze" (those reporting 120,000 to 500,000 volumes in the 1972-73 
American Lil^rary Pi rectory ) was undertaken during the spring of 1975. 
Of the 200 questionnaires sent, 1^7 responses {lk%) w^re received. 

Differences of opinion exist as to'meaningful criteria for evalu- 
ating the size of. a microform gol 1 ect idr>. ( 1 ) For this reason the libraries 

were asked for-^lhe number of the various types of microforms which they 

., # 

hold, and also for an estimate'sof the relative size of broad categories 
into whicW^microform holdings might be grouped. The first measurement 
gives some idea of the physical size of the microform collection and 
of the potential access and filing problems. The second measurement is 
relevant to questions of bibliographic access as well as the philosoph- 
ical considerations of what types of material are most desirable (or most 
frequently a^cquired), in microform. The 'responses to the^e questions are 
presented 'in Tables 1, 2, and 3.\ 

The figures in Table 3 indi^s^te that a large percentage of microform 
holdings are not typical roonograph^v ' Because traditional library cata- 
loging procedure is based on provi d i ng^ccess . to books or other monographs, 
the relevance of such bibliographic toolsSto microforms may be questioned. 
Surely other forms of bibliographic access- slimj 1 d be considered fo^^ per- 
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iodicals, special collections, research and technical reports, and 
government documents . (2) (3) Modification of existing 1 ibrary'' practices 
for categories such as periodicals or government documents may be a 
'partial solution. 

ARRANGEMENT OF MICROFORMS 

t , ^ " 

Most of the responding libraries (78%) house microforms in specific 
microform collections, while only \% intershelve microforms with other 
library materials. Thirteen per cent use a combination of these approache 
and 8% term their arrangement "other". 

Of those libraries which house microforms separately from other 
materials, arrangement within the collection varies. Twenty per cent 
of the libraries use some sort of s^tferrrlal arrangement (i.e. an acces- 
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number), 13% classify microforms ancj/'shelve them by call number, 



and 29% arrange them alphabetically. Eight^^^per cent mentioned ^'that 



the^' differentiate between periodicals and monographs in microforn 
periodicals are filed alphabetically, and monographs are either classified 
or shelved by a sequential arrangement. There appears to be no xorrela- 
tion between the size o^ a microform collection and its arrangement. 

This variety in the arrangement of microforms within a specific' / 
collection (including' the 20% whose system could only be classified as ' 
"other") may be a reflection of-the abserjce of a standard or accepted 
practice which makes sense for arranging the various ma^terials purcha^^d 
in microform. While some standards have been proposed (A) (5) (6) , severa^ 
reasons for their limited adoption can be seen. Clearly, microform ^ 
collections vary in size, c1 ier?t(2*le, physical env-i ronmen t^ ^nd' monetary 



resources. Also, the different arrangement wi thin mLc^oform [projects 
( tb^^^ucat lonal Resources Information Center (-ERI C) ^icrof i che, Evans' 
American Bibliography, the American Peri odi ca.V^Ser ies , to name a few) 
make standardization difficult, and perhaps undesirable. 

SERVICING THE MICROFORM COLLECTION 

Methods of servicing the microform collection have advanced since 
the days when closed stack storage with retrieval at speci fled .times was 
common. While 18% of the libraries responding have a closed storage 
system for mi crof orms , , the material Is available immediately on request. 
Sixty^eight per cent provide users with open access to microforms, and 
several respondents added a note that they have^MBrary personnel avail- 
able for assistance. Seventeen libraries (12%) havfe a combination of 
closed and open stacks for microforms. This would indicate some distinc- 
tion between materials in microform which are bc^th frequently used and 
ha/ve an easi)y understood method of arrangement (the New York Times or 
ERIC) as opposed to microforms less frequently used or having less 
intuitively obvious arrangements. No significant difference in the size 
/of the .col lect ions which have open or closed stacks was observed, 

• PERIODICALS IN MICROFORM 

A specific application of microforms is to the problems associated 
With periodical holdings. Microforms for back file^ save space ancl bind- i 
/ ing costs, and also reduce the number of stolen or mutilated issues (al- 
though one library reported that it keeps the microfilm of P layboy behind 
the desk because eleven reels had been stolen^from open shelves). How- 
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ever, microfomjs entail added costs for reading and copying equipment, 
reduce browsing poss i b 1 i t i es , and require the user to interface with a 
machine. Of the 1 ibraries which responded, 128 (87%) indicate that they 
subscribe to some titles in microform in lieu of binding, the median 
numbed of titles being twenty-eight. ^ . ^ 

''It was thought that microforms of periodicals would be an obvious 
area to interfile microforms and hard copy because of the frequency 
with which a single title may be represented by both forms. Interfiling 
would eliminate the extra step of determining where in the library ^ par- 
ti lar M ssue of a periodical is located^ Nine per cent of the libraries 
int^rf i le. mi croform the bound periodicals, while %1% house periodical 
microforms in a separate microform area. ^Those which interfile the forms 
had an avecag^ of ^8 titles on mi croform^subscr i p t i on , as compared to 23 
for those which house periodicals in micfoform with other microforms. 
However, in the libraries which interfile microform and hard copy per- 
iodicals, microforms of periodicals account for approximately 17% of the 
microform holdings, while periodicals average 31% of the microform holdings 
in the other responding libraries. Although the sample was smdl 1 ,^t!he 
twelve 1 ibraries whi ch interfile all periodicals (and also .indicated 
total microform holdings) average Urger total microform collections ^ 
(237,000 as compared wi th J 70,000 for other libraries). 
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CONCLUSION 



Both the differences arvd similarities in the ways in which academic 
libraries arrange and providj^ access to microforms are worthy of further 
inyesti^gation. Various approaches in the arr^Jngement of a microform 
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collection are indicative of the absence of'an accepted practice. 
Standards may develop, or be found to be unnecessary, as microtext librar- 
ians continue to exchange ideas. Quest ioffs concerning bibliographic 
access are also receiving considerable attention. Understanding the types 
of material which 1 ibrari^e^ acqui re in micr^oform will hel'p in, the ana- 
lysis of these problems. 
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TABLE 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF LIBRARIES REPORTING 
SIZE OF MICROFORM COLLECTION BY PHYSICAL UNITS 

Number of Microforms- Number of 

(In Thousands) Libraries 

0- 1 

1- 5 3 

■ ■ ■ 5 - 10 - - . ■ 8 . 

10 J 15 _ ^ 12 

15-20 " « 5 ^ 

20-50 ' 15 • 

0 50 - 100 20 

100 - 200 26 

200 - 500 , ^3 



500 + 



6 



No Answer ' 9 



10 
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TABLE 2 



DISTRIBUTION OF LIBRARIES REPORTING 
MICROFORM HOLDINGS BY PHYSICAL UNITS 



Number of 
Microforms 
(In Thousands) 

0 - 1 

1 - 5 
5 - 10 
10 - 15 
15 - 20 
20-50 
50 - 100 
100 - 200 
200 - 500 
500 + 

Mo Answer 



Lib raries 
Reporting 
Microfiche 

12 

12 

8 

3 
6 

13 
I'* 
38 
18 
I 

82 



Libraries 
Reporting 
Microf i Im 

3 

31 
39 
29 
22 
12 
1 



Libraries 
Report i ng 
Microprint" 



6 

3 

1 

!8 
9 

15 
5 



Li brar ies 
Report! ng 
Ul traf iche 



10 
6 

\1I 



10 



79 



> 



113 



•rhe microprint^oldings reflect some ambiguity, as '.ome libraries reported 
holdings by the number of boxes, rather than by number of prints. 
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